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alount of. contact betwee} scientists and ledia reporters, and the,

effects cf such contact ¢n scientists' attitudes toward wedia A

' goverage of science. € data indicated that scientists had been -
. interviewed by journalists much more freqnently than ‘hypothesized,
" with 75% of the salple expressing interest in further contact with

journalists.uSocial scientists and scientists -higher in atademic rank

3ad ‘been ccntacted more fregently than had any cther kinds of
cientists. Both rank and amount of contact were positively related‘

to evalvations of the quality of mass media science reporting,-while:

scientists vere far more critical of media coverage of their own:
specialty{kigas than they vere of coverage of science in general.
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.*f and literary cultures back in the 19508.

S | Scientists and the Press: -
T "~ Are They Really Strangers?

v

: Since Ce. P. Snow postulated the gap between scientific

1 science journalists-

‘ have emphasized the chasm" that many of them perceive between

themselves and their scientific sources.. Tradition has it that'

scientists and journalists simply do not get along. that on thef

few Occasions they ‘do come together, the enqounters are tense

. T Vo N . - A .
~, O . - . ° ) ‘

. .
OneSs' . "_-' '4" A » " ) ".\ oo

1he sciencevwriger ig liﬁely to layapart of the blame'»'*
“

for this perceived state 8f affairs at the feet of the . -

'"little understanding of or sympathy for ;he news‘prqcess.

"become media 'stars" in the United States, Rae Goodell

scientists, arguing that..among qther pr&blems, the average _'

*
: scientist encounters a journalist so rarely that he or- she has

A

2
v

”[Such a. scientist. they suggest. regards ‘the press as an -
'_*fappaqitioﬁ and.nif given a choice, uld avoid contact with

"'journalists. In her book aggrt the few'Scientists who have 1

encapsulates the sciente writer s visiqn of the naive

! .
- . R
: L TR L. : : . . .

"ifscientist'""'-‘ "f,." . :.i_ o S ~§

v

L A pale, ba ding, bespectacled professor in a
;. white laboratory ‘coat steps to the wmicrophone, blinks
' ¢ ,.uncomfortably at the bright camera lights, unfolds a ,
‘gprepared statement from his pocke d reads it, 7 Ty
. werbatim in a quavering voice.;, e .Mercifully. the .
session s short, and the scientist is allowed §o
x slip péaéeful‘ back to his beloved laboratory
UL CARIPR « _ s
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gl

. .\4



. . S «

R

'*?".Determinants of'amount of contact: -"U;,.;..ng:* P

f’:journalists.  But’ ‘we decided to hypothesize,that*the average

. '

L . S, = 2 - . ",
T S o NN
t To date,‘no data hav%hbeen-made available that would

A alBOw rese!ichers to contlrm or deny the stereotypfc notion -

that the average scientist rarely comes into contact with

journalilts. .Is he or she truly such a stranger to the press?

‘ scientists‘ attitudes toward mass media coverage of scienCe?
z ) -
"Thisxsfudy attsmpted to answer some of thbse questions.a

&

\Wg uere £nterssted in measuring the amount of contact between‘;'

) [y
scientists«and journalists among ‘a sample of university 4

;scientists on two Ohio campuses. Additionally, we explored
&
vaéiables'that might affect the amount of . cientist/journalist

interaction and also looked at the effspt of contact, among

a . . o : wl
. e

coverage of sc&ence.'

. . Ve
,!,,.;s T ; Lk . : A o . '_ ; . :’

| L, Wypotmeses | L
~
As noted aboveu the investigators could find no studies

'_documenting frequency ot contact between scientists and

~ _ because the position is in- harmbny with anejdotal evidence

'from science writers but -also because other evidence indirectly

-

d'_suggesﬁs Such a.thothesis. - ~f~n;1 h v::. \;{;/ "i«;?

- For e ample.zthe small bercentage of editorial space in -

do not seek out great numbers of scientists.. In-a

'newspapers given over to science news implies that journalists .

- And how }s amount of contact, among other variables, related to ]

-~

) ,other variables, on scientistg attitudes aboutynress . ;‘ ¢

T
. P
. ’ . ’
. . N
.
]
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.
. .

“scientists would not have’ encountered a journalist not only : fi_



1Nunnﬁhas tound that ‘newspapers in-lsbl'provided only 5% of their :
treditorial space for scienée news, and tha percentage actually : |
"r,decreased in: 1977 4 Since the newspaper s the medium most |
' r'likely to be in contact ‘with scientists in a givsn communit?,
}~'~‘ such a(finding seems, if anything, to indicate a decreasing
. Zgacunt of interaction betwaegfslientists and journalists. i'
:jt‘?-':. : Findinqs fgpm the sociology of science literaturé also )
N w'point to’ lack of contact between many scientists and‘:
journalis:s. "For. example, one would Pxpect that journalists
) -are most likely to‘interact with what is termed by socioloqists
7the “active" scien&ific community, those whoare involvﬁd in \ -
. idbing research, publighing their results and communicating _
with One ahother.. But according to de Solla Price that s
_'.community may amount to no more than .25% of the : al. .
%tl'ﬁ lpOpulation of scientists in the United States, :jiéb _many
" “scientists with Ph. D..degrees never publish more than one, ;
:-na usually a part otktheir doctoral dissertation, and half -
| éperl Ph B.s never puhlisﬂ’Zt all.? 1f most scientists in a -

'are indeed not “active," then one

K given institutional sett"
would expect little or no contact between them. and Joqrnalists.'

':.; Pinally,x_ /;eward system in science may make scientists'

. ;feluctant interact with the press.' séIéntists are rewarded

) idoes littﬂe to help the scientist get ahead within science

é
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preqtige. 'One;cgnné; expect 'an individual ‘B.participats-in .

procoss in which thore .are gnw rewards and for which he or . she

. might even be punished. fi<”f R
Taking all these factors into account. we hypothesized L '-$
a Hl:‘ scientist is more likely not to haVe een in )

contact than to ‘have been in contact with a mass ~edia

. journalist. ‘In other ‘words, we hypothesized that - most
soientists in our sample would neveL haVe enountered journalists.

Of thdse scientists who have been involved in mass ‘_..

NE

dissemination of science, however, it was felt that. their specialty

.area might make a difterence in amount of contact.~ Once again,. .

7 8

'-no data were available, but Cole’ and. Olean have indicated -

that coverage of the social sciences has increased enormously}& N
‘ . . - .

in the last.lo to’ 15 years. Additionally, social scientisg

,have sometimes noted that journalists seem less hesitant ?;3.,'

‘ .
tackle PSYChOquical or sociological topics than the' more o

.' i technical areas in the: hard sciences.9 Thus we. posrted

4 H2: ?ocial scientists are more likely to have-been
‘;ontacted by journalisks for a story than are scientists in

h@ other fields. ,' -', : - o R L. L <

v "'\- -

-In a study of doctors and biologists in Paris, Boltanski
and Maldidierlo found that scientists who occupied higher
'academic ranks in ‘their universitugs had participated more-in.

the mass media dissemination process than had their lower-ranking

colleagues. o ' .,?f‘;' S .

‘so it was hypothesized
]

- H3., Higher ranking scientists will have a higher level
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o will evaluate mass media dissemination of science.-~ ;

g o . .
"t .
b A gr————— L2 -
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T

of involvsment in.mAss media, dissemination than will. 1ower

: -ranking scientists. o . L o - f, ‘»}t
. Dotarminants of attitude-é ‘ xQ 'y :_ : f “ Jﬁ_ g ',\@_,
Eoltanski and Maldidier, in the same Prench study, Llso R

R YO

found that higher-ranking scientidﬁl had more tavorable/ . ’"‘;?
| attitudesgtoward nass media dissemination of. science than did *
their lqwer rankinq colleagues. so' we posited. . : —
L : The higher .the scientist s acadpmic rank, the more L

favorably ha;or;she ‘will evaluate_mass media-coverage of

s WS - ' ' ’

science.‘ - LTy . : L
Carter, in a- study of the relationships between mﬁdical

-

doctors and jonrnalists, found that . physicians who , had dealt

> with journalists evaluated media goverage of Science more~-_L'f

) favorably than those who had not.l} ...... so it was hypothesized

. -.ns: The higher the frequency of contact between a J'f_,
ﬁ. scientist and journalists, the more favorably the sci ist |

<a

Although the investigators could find/ho relevant data,
it seemed logical to conclude that scientists would evaluate

———

" the quality of science coveragé'by mass media differently ,.
Y

\~depending on’ their familiarity with the particular area of

7 science being covered. Thus we hypothesized. -

RH6: Scientists will more favorably evaluate mass media

coverage of ‘science outside their own specialty area than they

.

will covenage of their specialty areas.‘ .

The effects of mediators in the. media dissemination process

» are not known. since'most scientists are grouped in- institutional

¥ .
. / . v . T,
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, settings, mediators--such as public. information personnel--are |
facts of }ife.and often play an aqtive_role as intermediaries
'between scientists and journalists.- If one vie&ed a mediator

-as. something of ar"buffer. between the two. ‘then one might
Jhypothesize that mediators could protect scientists from bad
expereinces with media personnel. So we hypothesized

H7'/ The greater the proportion of his or her séories

Ty

..generated via public infotmation mediators. the more favorably
 Raeky

'Vithe scientist will evaluate mass media coverage of science.
Pinally, since we had hypothesized earlier that amount of
T}’ contact with journalists would be positively associated with
| -attitudes toward mass media coverage of science, we felt that

differential levels of’ contact with different types of media

-

'reporters would produce variance in preferences among
scientists for further contact-with those . reporters. More
"’specifically. since we fﬁlt that scientists would be likely to’
encounter more print than broadcast jdurnal%Pts, we posited‘

i C _ ﬂﬂ' Piven the option, Scientﬁsts ‘are more likely to :
2
choose contact with a print journalisx than with .a broadcast
Vo

ﬁournalist. T /3}91’

,\ ' ‘ £ ‘ " S ¢ : |.

~& R . ;i_ Method .' oo

) ¢

'_. ' ; _ Face-to-face intervzews were conduc;ed wzth a sample of

»

. scientists from both Ohio State University and ‘Ohio: University E
during spring 1978. X ' S B . C <

o The samples were drawn separately at each uniVerSLty in'f

proportion to the size of the cientific faculty and usxng ?j'

& g C . :
‘ . . . . -8
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. . . . R 4 X , ' .o\ .
systematic randbm sampling techniques.‘» sciontist-ter-purposes
ad ¢
of this study’ was an assistant Pﬁif“"°r' associate professor,_

}full professor or emeritus professor affiliated with pRysical
“or social science depertments natural resources, agricultpre.-
engineering, nursing or medioine.12 The OSU sample totaled

115 scientists, while 35 were drawn from the oU scientist

_POPulation.la S L | 3

-

An eight-page questionnaire was constfncted and pretested.
A Interviewers, who . were students in science writing classes o{fered
at both*universities, then conducted interviews with scientists

over a two-week period. Most interviews averaged a half hour

in length. y - ' o N
Re’ponse rate for the osu sample was 68 7&. or 79 of 1l5.

Interviewers at ou. cgﬁpleged 32 of 35, for a response rate of ' .
91'4§. Response rate for both samoles together was 74. 7&.1‘
Analysis of the two samples revealed few dissimilarities

Aacross a ranqe -of demograohic variables (aee +able’l) as well

as across the attitudinal variables being ‘analyzed below, so the i F

e .

OSU and ou samples were merged*and will be discussed in the

- - L%

rest of the paper as one sample. A . - ' o

* ———

. ° ' ' TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE . _ R

B . S BRI ; - Findings

The "avergge scientist.‘ The’ average scientist 1n this |

study ras male, in his early ‘to mid 40s and had earned the -

—

'?‘*The researqhers~gratefully acknowlodge the assistance of the
.- .. students, without whom in~depth interviews could not have deen

)*conducted. L
R 9

o



Ph.D. (sees Table ll. He had spent'appro*imately 13 years on
“_.the !aculty and had authored about four jourrial articles. He
' vas most likely tO“bO either an associate proressor or a full
protessqr. although one in five respondents was .an assistant
pro!essor. G ‘
: ,' The largest proportion of scientists '(34.2%) in the study
were in the hard sciences, . including sth ‘fields as physics, )
'chemistry and: biology. Approximately one invfive scientists;
was' a social scientist, and the same proportion were involved
_; in- such applied areas as engineering and computer sciences.
(‘Medicine acoounted for 17.1% of the respondents, and
Y agriculture was the specialty of another 5, 4%.

Determinants of amount. of contact. we had hypothesized

\ that the average scientist in this study was more likely
‘not to have been contacted by journalists than- to have been
-contacted._ ‘Our sample disproved this hypothesis. Of the 11l
scientists 67 6% indicated they had granted an interview _
with a journalist. while 32, 4% had*not. Using a test for
Asignificant diffengnces between proportions suggested by
Blalock. ‘ one finds that the difference is significant with -
| 'a probability of less than .001. Scientists in the sample

indeed vere more likely to have been in conxact with

e ajournalists than not.l' S S . -
'; E In fact, "{_espondents in-this study had been \ff

Ainvolved in a{m,_ian 4.6 interviews with journalists during ~
5 their careers. Aﬁearly 1008 of- the’ interviews tookplace

face-to-face. o - -




R Data also indicated that, as -hypothes'ized, higher . -,

But could extent of contact be related to such things

—as lscientist'h specialty area? Thia study had hypothOIized |

that social scientists, were more likelx to have been ccntacted‘

* - than any other type of ccientist, and analysic proved this

to be tho case (gee Table 2). ‘A larger proportion o£ social'

' scientilts (.73) had granted an interview with a journalilt

*than ‘Had scientists in, any'other specialty.area. SOcial

,acientists were followed by physicians (. 68). with applted ?

scientists ( 63) ird and haxd. scientists (e 58) last. The
'test for siqnific differ es between proportiona indicated

'the difference between social scientiats and physicians was

{ o ‘ .
significant atp-OS. o N .

' TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE - . .

o

'ranking scientists had greater. amounts of contact with

journalists than did lower ranking scientists. COrrelating

rank with number of interviews given by a scientist yielded a-
Kendall's tau of .29. significant at P=. 001.

Summagz.' Contrary <o our expectations. scientists in this

—

study were no strangers to journalists.

The majority of them had been interviewed by a mpss

vnedia journalist,*and 2: average scientist had been,involved
c

A.likelz to have been in contact with journalists than were

in at least four suc@ ounters. Sdcial scientists were more

»

scientists in any-other specialty area, although incidence

Ve
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of contact wast:airly high reqqﬁdless ot specialty area.

Additionally,
he ﬁld qiven to journalists. . “ - ‘o

De nagtg:o! attitude toqard mass media _coverage o!

-

science. nespondents general attitudes toward mass media

- coverage of science were measured with three* variables. Bach
asked the scientist to evaluate a certain area ot coverage‘

on a five-p@int scale. with 1 detined as “very bad." 5as - -

. “very 'good” and the mid point definéd as ‘‘neutyal.” The .

firstquestion asked respondents to evalnatezcoverage of
science as a-ﬁho;"ty'nase media;"The.second asked.for an’

jegaluatiqn of coverage ot a scientist’s particular special

r

area by media._ And the third then asked the respondent to -

\]

.evalnate coverage of science outside his 'or her s cial
area. - ' o ' - » 4 .

‘- -

. It was noted'above that a scientist's r yas -

[P

positively related to frequencv of contact with the media. Lo

- But do either rank ‘or frequence of cdntact have any .ralation-
_.shiﬂ\to a scientist s evaluation of media coverage of science?
“Ne ‘examined this question byncorrelating rank and level of
cqntact with the three attitude measures described above.

Kendall's tay correlations on the whole were low. buts
it’ wns tnteresting to note that while both rank and frequency.
of contact  were ‘significantly correlated with evaluation of .

coverage in qeneral (correl&tions'bt l+ and .l7 et p <' 05.

respectively), Gﬂr fink was siqnificantly coryela@ed with a
t

scientist's-eval

ion of media coverage of his sgecialty areal

12

\
higher a scientist's rank, the more interviews.



qgverage of science outsiﬁe his specialty area ( l7 at p‘( 05).

be moderately related to a scientist s evaluation of the
quality of mass media: coverage of science. rank seems to be
a better predictor of a scientist s evaluatidn of coverage
in his own area-while simple frequency of contact is a '
better predictor of evaluation.of science coverage outside
the sciﬁhtist s bai§€Wick.l | '4 o . ,

| 'f_ This findings suggest that measures of attitude toward

: science coverage in general and attitudes ahout coverage of a

scientist s own area in specific may be tapping two differentt

\‘-thinng It would seem logical that a scientist would be more‘l

iVe to coverage of(his area of . expertise and would be

atte
able to differentiate between his specialty and the rest of

1. T R B

science when making evaluations. _ ' o
R Hypothesis 6 predicted that scientists indeed would SR

differentiate and that zhey would be more critical of

\ .

':covera e of their_own areas than df coverage outside their ‘areas::

Data support the hypotheSis.,-On a scale of 1 to 5 (very bad

to very good), scientists in- the sample generated a mean
&

rating of 2. 2 for their~specialty area,and a mean rating oﬁ

-

2 9 for. cqyeragelof/pcience outSide their area.‘ A t-test
‘indicated the difference between ‘the two means was

significant at P <: 001.; Scientists indeed are more critical

of coverage of their o&z areas than they aré“of coverago/%;A;
s : . -3 . .

areas outside'their own'.'.
. , , oA

S
-
/£

So<While both rank and frequency of contact do seem to . ,'w.;af;
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of their own areas.is that they are intimately acquainted

with those areas and can easily recognize reporting and b

ﬁ judgment errors in related stories. 'J.‘his ZIine of reasgning

" argues that the less knowledgeable the scientist’is about a .

'}topic. the less critical he or she will be 4bout coverage of

e
'Ethat topic.~ Does an evaluation of science coverage in general,

hthen'-- vhich should %nc&ude attitudes towarg,both specialty
- area’ and nonspecialty areas--reflect the ‘more critical attitude

mtoward the former or the less critical evaluation of the -

¢ . - LI . T : . ’
i ‘.: . - .‘“'_. . . o L.

latter? o ‘ B _ '
Findings in this study indicate that the mean evaluation d

i of science coverage in general (2 8) is much closer to the

-{evaluation of-doverage of areas outSide a respondent s .
afv

':specialty area (2 8) than to the evaluation of quality of

"coverage of 3 Eggialtz area (2.2). ‘Once again, this finding

One reasqn scientists might be more critical of coverage‘;f

i

'.seems to paint” out the importanoe of learning Just wvhat we are_“,f

-measuring when we ask for-evaluations of general‘science

-’ Coe . “ . . . -

--doverage.’

.+ - .The extent of. use- of - mediators by scientists in this

h_study‘had no, relationship whatever to their att des out h

_mass media science:coverage._ HypotheSis 7 suggested that ‘a
_ positive correlation would be found, but éhe number of times
a scientist dealt with the Press through ‘the mediation ‘of

public information personnel had no relationship with nis or’

her subsequent evaluation of the quality ‘of science coverage.7' o

' }Scientists who. did not use mediators were just as favorable _'..

...,

-



Public infornation personnel. " ‘_;J,? - \v_,“.

o

i Finally, we had hypothepized that, respondents wouﬁdu;/ft A e

prefer to deal with representAtives of the print media 7ather

: covering their particular sgecialtz areas"
: 7

#

. were newspapers but when ranking/;he worst and best communicators

'3 than w&th journalists.from the broadcast media.-

Magazines were preferred over all | ia in each case ;

(see Tables 3. and 4).. Television was/favored by a higher

; '}nroportion of scientists for g eral science coverage than

. of news about their sgecialty areas, scientists consistently

\

favored print over broadcast n7dia. - L

| te

- TABLES ; AND - ¢ gaoq:r’neas "
et |
Then ve asked respéndents to rank the four media according

tc their preferences ;ér contact. That‘is. they were asked

/.
. to suppose that they,were being'contacted by a journalist

and then were asked/to rank the t zgg of journalists _
preferentially. with “1" as the highest ranking and "4" the

1owest. Although the resulting mean’ rankings support

Before testing the hypothesis. we were interest?' in how .

e

b &



% thoth rani .And frequency pf contact between a scient

lulhypothesis 8, the pre rence.fbr magazines is again clear..'
Magazines received an average ranking of ) Sm followed py ‘i;? ;
- newspapers at 2.3, television at 2, 9 and radio at ‘.3. _ _'
'“f“. g SumMagy; Scientists in this study were ma;e likely to™
“‘be critical of mass media coVerage of,their own speoialty areas
.'than of coverage of science outside their area of ex ertise. f.’~n
Igt and the ‘
.'Ujp ess were positivg&&;f%lated to evaluations of the quality of ' ‘f>”
.-'ggueral pressu coverage, but rank was a better predictor of a’
fscientist s evaluation of coverage of his,pwn specialty area

-~ 4

while frequencv of contact was a Letter predictor of

‘evaluation of coveraqe outside a respondent 8 own area."
v_ thent of a scientist 8. invOlvement Wlth mediators ' _

"‘isuch as public information personnel had no relationship to "
_ his evaluations of the quality of science coverage. ' o

Respondents in this study showed a distinct preference

.for magazine ccverage of science and for magavine journalists.'
"-ﬂwa-,f ."'Discussionl o
If this study is any indication, the notion that the

:’average scientist has no experience with the press is invalid. o

’-g Respondents had indeed come “into contact with Journalistsf'some"

\»...\,»..

four times on the average.' And when asked what their general L 7»§’
R W

.:reaction to the next call from a Journalist would be., 75%

. _responded that ‘they "would‘welcome the contact. f Another o

11z indicated they would agree to . the interv1ew but regarded

the contact as "a necessary evil. Only 2. 2% of this sampletu

fe



1.“ said they would avoid any~mdre'contact with the mass medi o

and the media,lies in the finding that 15% of 80 respondents
said eﬁﬁy have initiated conta with a- Journalist. hnd avJ
surpr sing 30 4% of 79 respondents Said that they had written
at least one story themselves (possibly as a press release) for

mass media dissemination.; Such actiVities are certainly in.

Even further evidence of ' Eloser links between BCIeﬂlldtqr'ﬁ

direut contrast-to the "passive* scientist so often pictured by};g“'

: science writers. ”'*"; i 4huf-

It would seem that the scientists in this study have had a

fair amount of experience with the press and, although they

'r'u»remain fairly critical of the quality of science writing in the

e
. media. they are. open to further contact and seem)to actually

welcome the chance 5? interact with journalists.

&,-‘

Although our “average scientist seems to be a far cry

from our original expectations,'it should be emphaSived that,."

the setting for this study and the mechanics involved in

R gathering the data may limit the generalizability of results~'

.'somewhat.y Because they are in a univerSity setting, the

respondents in this study were more likely to have’ come into

contact with student journalists than would sbientists in-

: nonuniversity environments, this factor could have increased-

the’ level of, contact for the group.;ﬁ o

Additionally. scientists who truly dislike and avoid the

media are not likely*to agree to an intervieJ with a Journalism

student. either, and nonresponses at the OSU site were fairly

high’for a face-to«face interView situation. One‘can only

A 4
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‘/.,,

‘?fthat cdntact may be evolving into _”more "normal‘ relationship

' ilIferceil)ed by | B N

'V;abetween source and journalist than that

-,

: science journalists.

I
/i

’the sociological bases '

Sy, o

The findings also do not suppo'

)
~.we used to hypothesize lack of contact among scientists and o

'IJournalists.i For example,.we had felt/that journalists would ’»f e

1.5eek out the relatively smari numbe of productive scientists - )

_ ';in any given 1ocale, since these were the~individuals engaged in
.'j_ research. But a measureggf pro ctivity in this study--number

 of journal articles publishe;/by a scientist within tha last .

"fffive years--showed absolutel o relationship with level. of e e
.. A J "
vreporter contact KPearson prodch%moment correlation of - 07)

- And studies by socioloqists intereqxed in normative

b

_:aspects of science had 1ed us’ to.predict that popularization _' . :

/

* would, if anything. be actively avoided'by scientists.y Yet
:three-quarters of our sample indicated they would welcome

N,
x..

ﬁqomrnalists. Obviously, they are. not being '

'_.;,».

'further contact fr

- 'negatively rewarded for u; ing communication channels outside
' 3 X _ . |

‘7/

N

cience itself _ ' I

. ;_ This study also points up the importance of examining the
_attitudes and behaviors of’ scientists as - information sources. g “\ v
i“The Boltans i and Maldidier study in France1 is one of the | '

'lfew to do«so while taking into account ‘such important no 7_




. , __‘_,.} - , R .
YW~ variables as peer status among scientists.. Is i:\really the _ﬁ
f.ﬁ vcase, as they conclude that lower ranking scientists are re&g

reluctant to talk to journagists because they are under JZi—

“_ substantial pressure to prove themselves first in the scientific

‘mmunity before sallying forth into the public domain? Are Jvf gf%

H gher ranking scientists thus more favorabﬂb toward the m

: s_"'
because they are indeed the’“ﬁpokesmen of science or is x
3fattitude, as somg Social DQYchologists would argue. positively ;' K

jirelated to nothing more comglex than simple frequency of exposure
T to. journalists. something that in turn may be a simple function :
of timea Both rank and frequex:z of. contact are positively '.( -
-_'related to. at tudes in this study, but a great deal of research :z.‘.
.neads to be done tg clear up the ambiguities. B :}»s>f -_\Z;:vf}
N Measurement o; the attitudes themselves needs more careful Lx'..
_';~attention in future studieg...For example, this study found a )
.'l substantial difference in attitudes depending on whether ,j¢

-.‘scientists were queried abOut their evaluation of gen eral science

'coverage or about their eukluations of sgecific types of : . } .

18

coverage. Tichenor. Olien. Harrison and. Donohue found a Similar

'jdiscrepancy between scientists evaluations of gen al accuracy '

"~wof/science cove;age and their evaluations-of the ac racy of
wsgecific storieq (respo ents rated the acguracy the speoifiéb_

stories mucb more highly’tﬂan they did the a cura%y oflscii\cef -
ve T

f’i'.?i“

news in general). &t is imoortant to begin to examine wha

.+ in fact are measur g with 5eneral attitud questions and .

]

'..lQ'i :‘._.ag;(.-
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&lffte“s D S

. .\' - e o .
knowledgeab : Scientists. for example. are often
e 7
to be expert in all aspects of science. But the 8 'entist

of idercdt

v

| confrdnted with questions about coverage of seience outside B
hisg or her own area may :I.n fact’ orovidé“ responses that are no (

. ":--*a

more knowledgeable than those of educated lay perso

'm"'7 Few attempts have been ‘made in. this country toy evaluate
the effect of mediators ,On mass media disseminationwof

-science. Since scientists are often grouped in the kinds ef
“ior Ry

RS

;‘ indicating that mass media articles originating from press IR
' releases and other mediator-generated nublications are more }
lfﬁely to be accurate than-those based purelv on personal

\A"

contact. Scienti 8 are concerned about accuracy but yet do

‘not seem to'embra' an availablesmechanism that can enhance-{ﬁL

N ccuracy. o 4
Finally, it seems clear from this stud that

s .

S for the interested lay public. And by a wid _.l“gin‘they o
< prefer to deal with a‘magazine journalist rather than a. ~3f :lwh ,PQ
representative of any other medium. - Such attitudes are

interesting in light of the finding that scientists in this

B




) - television reporters. . Roth radio and magazine reporters were

i semple were not at all likely to have oome in«to oontact witn

i o

% ’a maga ine journalist. 'rhe reporter st li&ely to be Lo

encountered \Jas 1\.he newspaper journaliet. followed by

o

v'tf“rare. Thus in this specific instence. frequency of contact

.seems to have little to do’ with a.,ttitude. '

one ﬂight expect scientists to prefer. the type of mess -

One possible explanation fotr the preference for maqazines
. fm -

a.nd magazine journelists is that the’ scientist is most femiliar

with that mode of comunication. Within soience. the journal
is the dominant mea,ns of fomal conmunication. Additionally. |
journal publication is. usually associated with positive feelinqs

| , since it\is closely tied to the reward system in science. SO/

co;mnunicstion nost closely associated with their ‘own experience-

21
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zﬁac Goode11.~ e Visible Scientists (Boston) Little.
Brown and Company, 19 p. ' .

3The rLsearchers. both of whod have wc:ked as mas:isedic

e science writers, base thisf "notion’ on personal ‘experi es and”

..on.anecdotal evidence from' science-writing colleagues. “Problems
of dealing with' scientists as information gurces have .received -
gﬂ attention from the. science-writing co ity, and one major
running through the discussions is the. assumption that '

many scientists simply have not encountered reporters often o /SS

,anough to have learned how to cope with media. Issués of the -

‘NASMW Newsletter, published by the National Association of » R
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-
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. effective mass media science writing.- See Orest Dubas and -
‘Lisa Martel, Media tmnact,_vol 2 (Ottawa- Ministry of- State..
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B "Paculty/Staff directories were used at both universities.

. To make populations comparable at both schools, the following
departments at OSU were excluded:. dentistry, veterinary medicine, -
optometry, engineering mechanics, engineering graphics and = .

. family relations and human development Social seience departments .

' excluded at both universities were history, economits and .
journalism. - Those included were communication, psychology,
soéiology..anthropoldqy,.po;itical“scienCQﬁand geography. -

~ - . . . . . . B Y - .

. : 13The larger DSU sample reflects both the larger size of.

© . the university compared to OU and the greater size of the OSU _

*,* science writing class, which provided a larger pool of interyiewers.:

- 14311ght1y.dif£erent sampling techniques were used at each .

. ‘university. At Ohio State), scientists who refused or indicated. ,
+ they could not participate in thefstudy,wereunntg:eplaced,‘while~m.<¢wu
_-Scientists unavailable as respondents-in'the Ohio University R
~ sample were replaced by others drawn from the same cohorts.’

.~ Ynubert M. Blalock Jr., Socfal Statistics, 2nd ed. (New
.. York; McGraw-Hill Book Company, 197§$'pp;‘§§§~232. L

: 162thination7of‘the OSU and OU groups separately provides -
- some support for this suspicion. Students at OSU are required
~ to work for the student newspaper as part of their journalism .
curriculum, while the student' newspaper at OU is an independent.
entity, ‘attracting only those students interested in working on
-it in their spare time. The situation at OSU produces an - -
extremely large newspaper staff, and coverage of OSU academic _
departments is thus myf§ more intense than would be expected by .-
.the fewer journalists at Ohio University. Levels of, contact
- for scientists at the two universities show variance that fits
- this pattern.. While 728 of ‘the OSU scientists indicated they R
had granted at least one interview‘with a.journalist; only 56% .
of the OU scientists said so. And the median niumber of - B \\
~ interviews granted by an 0OSU scientist was 5.3, much greater than N
- the median 3.9 interviews granted by an OU scientist. Of course,
- it should be noted that other variables, such as geographical
location of the university and level of activity of respective
' public information.components, also should be taken into account.

-

Mgoltanski and Maldidier, op. Git. , .

' 18Pb,Tichenor, C. Olien, A. Harrison and G.A. Donohue, -
. ."Mass Co ication Systems and Communication Accuracy in , o
Sgience N:ws Reporting, * .Journalism Quarterly 47:673-683, Kinter L0
- -1970. ST L - . e .
'_I?GraCe'Bassett; W.P. Davison, and Anna Lee Hopson, “Social
. -Scientists, University News Bureaus, and the Public,” Unpublished
paper prepared for Russell Sage Foundation, New York, March .IN68.

'?”2°§icheq9r;§£. §;.) op. cit.
. . )
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. . . . Variable . '~ - - . o - Combined
LT (n=32) ‘ (-111)
si— .""‘A»‘I C C ) . L
ttage with Ph.D.,

. ‘90.63 -f. 91 9% .
‘Rverage age . eakly to mid 4os R o

‘stage male . - - - ‘o378 78 1s L 90.)%

raculty rank e : S .

‘,‘assistant prof . - '22.8% ,15.6% . . - 20.7%

~ ' .associate prof . - . 40.5% \40.6% . . - 40.5%
‘professor - - -, 31.6% - Wo 6% .28
..--mritus S - 3:8% - \3 is ot . 3.7%
Other R o . - JENRS) 1.3% . ) " 01% 4 .. 1 ‘8%

tian number of C13.2 1 131 TT¥:,f13;1 |
_yeéars on the faculty N S ' A a L PR

. 'Median number of - ; g . 3 443
4 journal articles SRRt T 2 W S

Specialty area T . R L e S :

_ hard ‘sciences = . - 35.4% '_1%?3%W:‘- T 34.2% a e
7 social sciences , - 1l.4% - 43.8%,. . . 20.7% S
N - applied sciences . 22.8%" 18.8% . 21.6%- S
. medicipe- ~ . -7 22 8% -~ ¥ 3,18 .. 17.1% = - -,

.ag:4cn1ture : N 2 6%,- ' 0 . 5.4% . T
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_Propoftion of Scientists,

}

T ’“%' ! stratified by Specialty Area,

a*periencing Contact with- Journalists at Least Once'

)

,“J,E»Ifr T 771 : COntacted by journalist? | PR . ,
s L - Yes ____No . : ‘

T .

social scientists e e - 22" (n=23)
: Medical scientist#_'fﬁ_kg‘ .f | .68 . .32 | ~ (n=19)
‘Applied scientists {ff gff .63 .37 (n=24).
Hard scientiats -~_’”;f o .58 . .42 (n=38)

n=10¢
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.o o Proportion ot-Rqapondonto | e
Bvaluating the Best and Worst Media = ~-~~"
for COwrag& of Science in General L cmw

SRR . Best . worst.
A B Job/
e - _ rinkigg : ranking
.nagazinos-- h B +58 (1) .08 4), N L
. Wewspapars . .12 () .35 (1) |
' Television: . .27 (2) . .29 (2)

" Radio .03 @) .28 (3) -

n=100 : 100 1.00

fable 4 ' .

Proportion of Respondents. ’
' Evaluating the Best and Worst Media '
. £or Coverage of Their Particular Specialty Areas* -
o - o ' Best’ Worst )
v . job/ job/
N ' ankinq - ranking

Nagazises . . .54 (1), .07 (4)
[ Newspapers .n(n".,dzw)
‘Television .08 «(3) .33 (1)

Radio = .04 (4). .27 (2)

.ag_; . .89

.....
______

sﬁ .
_#12% said their speciah.ty area was not covered

n-;oz- | . ; -, L Yy

.
vy
<




